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We wish to correct some results contained in the above-mentioned paper [J. Math.
Pures Appl. 81 (2002) 439–451]. The main result (Theorem 2.3) and the main lemma
(Lemma 3.1) remain unchanged but the way Lemma 3.1 is applied should be slightly cor-
rected. The corrections are more or less obvious once the problems are spotted, but since
these occur in a subtle way and in some results that may be of use in other situations, we
think it is useful to clear out all details.
The main point to correct is the statement of Proposition 4.3, where the hypothesis that
ρj = cδj (with c < 1/2) must be added. This hypothesis is implicitly used to ensure that
we can choose a constant independent of i and j in the Poincaré inequality applied in the
proof of Proposition 4.3, and cannot be dropped.
Proposition 4.3 is used in Sections 5 and 6. In Section 5 we used it with ρj = Nδn/n−pj .
This choice is only made to ensure easily that the functions vj , defined at the beginning of
the proof of Proposition 5.1 by modifying a sequence (uj ) weakly converging in W 1,p(Ω)
to some u, also converge to u. However, if we take,
ρj = cδj with c < 12 ,
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as required by Lemma 3.1, the proof of Proposition 5.1 works almost unchanged. The only
thing to remark is that the modified sequence (vj ) converges, up to subsequences, to some
function v strongly in Lp(Ω). If we consider the function χj defined as the characteristic
function of the complement of the union of the balls of centre xδi and radius cδj , we have
that the weak∗-L∞ limit of χj is a strictly positive constant K and hence the weak-Lp
limits of vjχj and of ujχj are Kv and Ku, respectively. Now, since ujχj = vjχj we
deduce that u = v.
The same problem arises in Section 6, where in order to being able to apply Proposi-
tion 4.3, with the correct hypotheses, we have to apply Lemma 3.1 with ρj = cδj in place
of (4/3)Nδn/n−pj to define vij such that vj = vij on ∂Bδ′j (xδi ), where δ′j = (3/4)cδj . Using
the notation of the proof of Proposition 6.1, the recovery sequence uj is then defined on
each Bδ′j (x
δ
i ) such that Bδ′j (x
δ
i ) ⊂ Ω by:
uj (x) =


ζ ij ((x − xδi )δ−n/(n−p)j ) if x ∈ Bρ′j (xδi ),
vij if x ∈ Bδ′j (xδi ) \ Bρ′j (xδi ).
The balls intersecting ∂Ω can be taken care of as in (6.8) and (6.9), and uj is then defined
equal to vj outside the union of all balls Bδ′j (x
δ
i ). As above, we have uj → u, and we can
repeat the computation in (6.3), obtaining on the right-hand side an additional term of the
form:
∑
i∈Zn
∫
Ω∪Bδ′
j
(xδi )\Bρ′
j
(xδi )
ϕ(0)dx = O(cn).
Since the constant c can be taken arbitrarily small, the proof of the upper bound follows
from (6.3).
We are grateful to Luigi Ambrosio, who draw our attention to the missing condition in
Proposition 4.3.
